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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 6 APRIL 1990 


Dr. P. Kenniff (Chair); Dr. M. Cohen; Dr. C. Giguére; Me B. Gaudet; 
Prof. X. Waters; Mr. B. Goodman; Prof. M. Anvari; Prof. M. 
Catry-Verron; Dean C.L. Bertrand; Prof. M. Stelcner; Mr. K. Lowther; Ms. 
Y. Jen; Prof. A.B. Doyle; Dean B. Counihan; Mr. B. Smart; Mr. J. 
Serruya; Mr. 1. St-Maurice; Ms. K. Cox; Dr. S. McEvenue; Prof. D. 
Dicks; Prof. W. Knitter; Dean R. Parker; Prof. B. MacKay; Mr. A. Mate; 
Dr. J. Lightstone; Prof. T. Arbuckle-Maag; Dean M.E. Szabo; Mr. C. 
Apostolakos; Ms. M. Sullivan; Prof. R. Wills; Dean S. Appelbaum; Prof. 
A. Rahman; Ms. X. Devahastin; Prof. P. Ziogas; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; 
Prof.: T. Stathopoulos. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dr. R. Sheinin; Prof. F.D. Hamblin; Mr. R. 
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Bratulic; Prof. N. Allison-Helms. 


Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:08 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


It was requested and agreed that a new item "Honorary Degree Nomination 
- "1990 Spring Convocation" be added to the Agenda under "Closed 
Session". 


THE AGENDA, AS CHANGED, WAS APPROVED. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session" and he asked those in -attendance who were not members 


of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ANVARI, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 9 
MARCH 199; BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff reported on the signing of the contract vis-a-vis 
Phase II of the downtown Library project which was expected to be 
completed early in 1992; his recent tour, as President of CREPUQ, of cities 
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in the Province where universities are located, with visits to the respective 
universities and regional media sessions on issues facing Quebec 
universities, including the state of university financing and its particular 
application to each of the institutions visited; and the public consultation 
process which was held earlier this week by the City of Montreal in 
connection with the draft development plan for the central downtown area of 
the City. Dr. Kenniff also extended congratulations and appreciation to Dr. 
R. Sheinin, Vice-Rector, Academic, Me B. Gaudet, Secretary-General, and 
all those who had been involved in organizing the academic seminar - "The 
Future of Concordia - the Legal, Moral, and Ethical Liability of the 
University in the 1990's" which was held on Friday, 30 March 1990, and 
which he described as a very stimulating, productive, and enjoyable 
session, and a first such enterprise which he hoped would be repeated with 
respect to various issues of interest to the University community. 


Question Period 


Prof. Anvari stated that a supplement in The Thursday Report last week 
contained reference to "the University Mission", and that a document 
relating to the Capital Campaign also referred to "Concordia's Academic 
Mission"; and it was wondered whether the Vice-Rector, Institutional 
Relations and Finance, could provide members of Senate with a copy of the 
"Mission" and the date that it had been approved by Senate. 


In response to the above, Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations 
and Finance, advised that the statements referred to had derived from the 
Rector's address to the Joint Meeting of Senate and the Board of Governors 
on 30 October 1989. 


Prof. Anvari argued that if the University had an academic mission, it 
should be approved by Senate, and particularly if it was going to be quoted 
in public documents of the University. He also wondered whether it would 
be appropriate to organize a seminar similar to the event held on 30 March 
1990 to look at the academic mission of the University. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that he did not wish to interpret the above comment to 
imply that it was improper for the Rector of the University to suggest to the 
institution some guidelines for an academic mission, which had been 
entirely the purpose of his address on 30 October 1989; that in that speech 
he had asked a number of questions and had raised a number of issues very 
much with a view toward challenging the University community to do some 
thinking about the future direction of the University, and that if what was 
being suggested was that this be pursued, he was in agreement entirely; that 
this was a matter that could well be considered by the Senate Committee on 
Academic Planning and Priorities; and that if there were disagreements with 
respect to the contents of his statement to the Joint Meeting of Senate and 
the Board of Governors, he would be happy to hear them at any point in 
time, either as a debate within SCAPP or on the floor of Senate. 


Referring to the perhaps overly legalistic view that unless a statement about 
the academic mission of the University has been approved by Senate it may 
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not be uttered by any representative of the University, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that the senior administration of the University was completely in agreement 
with his statement of 30 October 1989, and that the statement was there for 
discussion and challenge; that as with any statement which the University 
might adopt vis-a-vis an academic .mission, such documents were always 
intended to be evolutionary, ie., they were intended to be the subject of 
debate, discussion and on-going criticism as the University evolved; and 
that the comments that have been made today were the first reaction of that 
kind to be heard in the University since 30 October 1989. 


In response to a concern expressed over working conditions, reductions in 
part-time staff, and declining services in the Vanier Library, particularly 
with respect to book circulation, re-shelving, etc., Dr. Giguere, 
Vice-Rector, Services, advised that a task force which has been established 
to look into the situation in the Libraries has been meeting with both the 
professional and non-professional library staff; that a number of issues and 
problems have been identified; and that a draft report has been prepared 
which contains some suggestions with respect to mechanisms for resolving 
these problems. In addition, Mr. Mate, Director of Libraries, advised that he 
was aware of the situation which had been alluded to; that it was a 
budget-related matter; that in terms of providing service, what existed was a 
single Library system, notwithstanding the fact there was a large salary 
differential between the two campuses; that the issue was that the part-time 
budget had not been increased to meet the extra salary commitments for 
unionized part-time staff on the SGW campus; and that he would look into 
the matter to see what could be done to improve the situation with respect to 
book circulation in the Vanier Library, which, he felt, was a problem which 
could be resolved only at the cost of something else. 


Responding to a student concern expressed with respect to increased tuition 
fees and a suggestion that a committee be set up to consider the effects of 
the increase in fees and possible solutions to problems related thereto, 
including the question of drop-outs and full-time students completing their 
programmes of study on a part-time basis, waiving the 10% increase for 
needy students, the deadline date for dropping 6-credit courses etc. , Dr. 
Kenniff advised that the University had, in fact, approved the tuition fee 
increase and had decided to make use of the 10% corridor which the 
Minister of Higher Education and Science had offered the universities on a 
discretionary basis; that the matter had been discussed extensively at the 
Board of Governors in the presence of student representatives; and that an 
appropriate mechanism for dealing with the concern that had been raised 
might be to ask the Senate Academic Services Committee to examine the 
potential impact of the tuition fee increase on students and suggestions with 
respect to lessening some of the impact at least in the initial period. He also 
advised that the University had made provision for an emergency fund in 
the next academic year to assist students who may not be eligible for 
assistance through the Government loans and bursaries scheme; that while 
certain issues, such as the question of year-long courses, might be referred 
to the Academic Programmes Committee, the Academic Services Committee 
might well serve as a "clearing house"; and that while the issue of special 
consideration for students who have. received Government bursaries might 


be viewed as a form of financial aid, if such consideration was formulated 
in terms of waiving the additional 10% option, it would have to be approved 
by the Board of Governors. Dr. Kenniff also informed Senate of the fact 
that he had recently met with student leaders from CUSA, and that. 
agreement had been reached on the creation of a special working group to 
look at questions of other funding schemes for universities. 


Dr. Giguére, Chair, Academic Services Committee, after noting that the 
question of possible conversion of 6-credit courses into 3-credit courses 
vis-a-vis course withdrawal deadline dates was an academic issue and 
would have to be referred to the Academic Programmes Committee, and that 
the question of financial aid was a responsibility of the Dean of Students 
Office which reports to the Concordia Council on Student Life, advised that 
he would ensure that the Academic Services Committee would act as the 
focal point with respect to this matter. 


90-4-10 Responding to a question concerning conflicting views in The Thursday 
Report and the CAUT Bulletin vis-a-vis Concordia's compliance with the 
Federal Contractors' Programme, Dr. Cohen advised that the CAUT 
statement was in error, ie., the University had not been found to be not in 
compliance; that the Federal Contractors' Programme involved identifying, 
through a random process, institutions that would undergo a review; that 
Concordia, as an institution which has committed itself to satisfying the 
Programme, has been randomly selected and has begun the review process; 
and that it would take at least one year to ensure that the University was in 
compliance. He also advised that he would look into the possibility of a 
correction being printed in the next CAUT Bulletin. 


90-4-11 Other issues raised and responded to included questions concerning 
provisions for alternative space for laboratories presently located in the 
sub-basement of the Hall Building vis-a-vis construction of the connecting 
tunnel between the new downtown Library building and the Hall Building; 
the frequency of meetings of the Academic Services Committee; and the 
possibility of a progress report from the Academic Services Committee with 
respect to the issues and suggestions concerning the tuition fee increase. 


University Budgets 


90-4-12 Concerning this item, Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the following 
documents: the 1990-91 and1991-92 Provisional Operating Budgets 
(document US-90-4-D4) ; the Proposed Capital Budget for 1990/91 
(document US-90-4D5) ; and the Procedures for Senate's Consideration of 
Budgetary Proposals (document US-90-4-D6). In presenting the 
Provisional Operating Budgets, (document US-90-4-D4) Dr. Cohen, 
Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, explained that while the 
balance between revenues and expenditures which had been predicted in the 
current year's budget was not going to be achieved and the outlook was that 
we would end the year with an annual deficit of close to 3.5 million dollars, 
the situation described in the present documents was significantly different 
than that which existed in 1986/87 when the annual deficit was of a similar 
magnitude; that in 1987/88 the University took a different approach toward 


achieving a balanced budget, ie., it was decided to pursue aggressively 
additional new revenues, and to attempt to invest some of those revenues 
for future development of the University, while at the same time reducing 
the gap between revenues and expenditures; and that over the past few 
years, revenues have increased by more than 32 million dollars, which, 
after discounting inflation over that same period, represented a 14 million 
dollar additional "constant dollar" increase in revenues, most of which could 
be interpreted as a correction to our base funding. He also pointed out that 
our ability to generate new funds had been matched by our ability to spend 
those funds; that while much of that money had gone toward creating 
positions, academic development, the Library, etc., a lot of it had gone into 
things which were counterproductive such as interest payments, etc. ; that 
the University still had, and would continue to pursue, real claims for 
additional funds from the Government, including money to correct 
inequities in base funding, and interest payments for our accumulated 
deficit, which have resulted from chronic underfunding and government 
cut-backs; that, given the current economic situation and the cut-backs in 
federal transfer payments, the likelihood of achieving those additional funds 
over the next two years was small; that accordingly, to ensure a balanced 
budget, what was being proposed was a conservative approach whereby we 
would delay significant development funding for one year, ie. , that the 
priorities identified by the various units for 1990/91 be funded in 1991/92, 
and that only those University priorities that have been identified either by 
Senate, or by some other means, be funded in 1990/91, including 
enhancement of teaching, research development, employment equity, and 
the cleaning up of the campus. 


Dr. Giguére presented and explained the Proposed Capital Budget for 
1990/91 (document US-90-4-D5). 


During the ensuing discussion, questions were raised and responded to with 
respect to budgetary re-allocation within Faculties, eg., the Faculty of Fine 
Arts where innovation had resulted in the creation of a significant number of 
on-going full-time faculty positions, and reallocation within the University 
as a whole in terms of the relative increases in budgets in the various sectors 
vis-a-vis redistribution of resources over a period of years, the details of 
which would be provided to SCAPP; the inclusion of the Provisional 
Operating Budget for 1991-92; the 100 thousand dollar allocation for 
infrastructure support with respect to employment equity and policies for 
1990-1991; and the 750 thousand dollars budgeted for the Research 
Development Programme over the next two years. 


Dean Appelbaum expressed concern with respect to the Proposed Capital 
Budget (document US-90-4-D5), arguing that there appeared to be a 
discontinuity in the sense that the formula which had been put into place 
over the past number of years was questionable, ie. , that there seemed to be 
a discontinuity between the activities of SCAPP, the Operating Budget, the 
Capital Budget, and the functions of the Budget Committee, which, it was 
suggested, was more problematic than the figures which appeared in the 
document; that while everyone expresses a commitment to the principle that 
the academic mission should drive the budget, it did not appear that that was 


how the system worked; and that for next year, with increasing activities at 
SCAPP in terms of looking at missions, strategies, goals and objectives, 
etc. , the Capital Budget must be considered carefully vis-a-vis the 
respective Faculty missions so that it is more realistic and more palatable to 
individual faculty members. 


In response to the above, Dr. Giguére explained that the Capital Budget was 
being submitted to Senate as part of an evolving convergence of process 
between the Capital and the Operating budgets; and that, in fact, a 
preliminary version of the Proposed Capital Budget had been presented to 
the University Budget Committee. He also agreed with the expressed 
sentiment that both the Capital and Operating budgets must be driven by the 
University's academic mission. 


Additionally, a concern was expressed that when the budgetary model, 
mechanics and structure were put into place in 1986, the expectation was 
that by this point in time there should have been a clearer definition of 
Faculty contributions, and, at the same time, commitments to resourcing as 
the Faculties contribute to the overall mission of the University. 


Responding to a comment concerning the discussion of the Steering 
Committee meeting of 27 March 1990 regarding the issue of budgets for 
two years being presented at the same time, Dr. Kenniff advised that the 
point had been raised at that meeting that given the 6-week time-frame, it 
might be difficult for SCAPP to deal with the 1990/91 and 1991/92 budgets 
together; that while the 1990/91 budget would have to be dealt with because 
it would come into effect on the Ist of June, perhaps more time should be 
allowed to consider the 1991/92 budget; and that he did not see anything 
wrong with that if such was the wish of Senate. He suggested, however, 
that perhaps Senate should wait and see whether SCAPP was able to deal 
with the budgets before taking a decision on the matter. 


Support was voiced for the above suggestion, the feeling being expressed 
that it would be most informative for Senate to reserve its opinion with 
respect to the issue of having two budgets presented at the same time until it 
has received the SCAPP report. In addition, Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance, who had attended the last SCAPP 
meeting, advised that it was his understanding that SCAPP had determined 
that it wished to look at both budgets before deciding what to recommend to 
Senate. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that according to the 
Procedures for Senate's Consideration of Budgetary Proposals (document 
US-90-4-D6), the Board of Governors would expect Senate's comments no 
later than 6 weeks after the budgetary proposals have been received; that if 
Senate received budgets for two years it would be under an obligation to 
provide comments with respect to those budgets; and that it would be very 
difficult for Senate to receive and discuss the input from SCAPP, and to 
make recommendations to the Board with respect to the two budgets, within 
the required time-frame. 


While agreeing that the above was a very defendable position to take, Dr. 
Kenniff suggested that given the indications that SCAPP wished to look at 
both budgets, even though it might eventually comment on only one of 
those budgets, it should be allowed to recommend with respect to what 
action Senate should take, presumably at the next meeting. 


Other issues and questions which were raised included concerns expressed 
with respect to the apparent absence of increased budgetary allocation for 
non-professional library staff; insufficient attention in administration and 
Faculty budgets with respect to the matter of student enrolments; the rate of 
interest used in calculating the figures on page 18, document US-90-4-D4; 
the requested elimination of 250 thousand dollars worth of nonessential 
renovations and relocations referred to in item 3.3.5, page 7, document 
US-90-4-D4; the 75 thousand dollars to be provided to the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, vis-a-vis promotion of excellence in teaching, as proposed in 
item 3.3.2, page 6, document US-90-4-D4; and the possibility on input 
from Senate, individual departments, etc., with respect to the promotion of 
excellence in teaching prior to final decision. 


Responding to a concern which was expressed with respect to the academic 
mission of the University and the rededication and redefinition referred to 
on page 7 of the Minutes of the Senate Meeting of 9 March 1990, vis-a-vis 
the process of consultation in connection with the proposed budgets, Dr. 
Cohen explained that the Budget Committee had based its academic 
budgetary proposals on the assumption that the emerging priorities which 
had been identified in the documents presented last year by SCAPP were 
still valid; and that if such was not the case, presumably this would be 
reflected in SCAPP's forthcoming report to Senate. 


With respect to the question of presenting the 1990-91 and 1991-92 budgets 
simultaneously, it was argued that it was doubly important to consider both 
budgets together because the requests which have been made by the 
Faculties for 1990-1991 have been put off to 1991-92, and that the 1991-92 
budget did not include, in fact, all of the requests that have been made by 
the Faculties; that it would be a waste of time for Faculties to undertake any 
planning exercises if they did not know what was going to happen in 
1991-92; that while the situation might still be somewhat nebulous, if the 
Board of Governors approves, at least in principle, the proposed budget for 
1991-92 as a minimum, it would allow the Faculties to plan properly and 
enable them to work toward that plan. Concerning the proposed budget for 
the improvement in teaching, it was argued that we must have clear 
definitions with respect to "teaching", to "improvement", and the 
combination of both; and that we must ensure proper input with respect to 
this issue, so that the output is something that can be deciphered. 


Senate was advised that the Senate Research Committee had had an 
opportunity to view the budget documents after they had been tabled at the 
Board of Governors, and that some comments had been made which were 
relevant to some aspects of the budgets; that a concern had been expressed 
with respect to the slow rate at which the special allocation from the Quebec 
Government for monographs was being spent; that SCAPP should be 
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alerted to this item, and should deliberate on the fact that the University 
seems incapable of buying books with the available money at a reasonable 
rate; and that there was a feeling among Committee members that a hole in 
the Library collection would be a permanent hole, ie., that there would 
always be an hiatus if the available money was not spent as quickly as 
possible. 


In response to the above, Dr. Giguere advised that he has requested the 
Library to ensure that the money referred to was spent no later than 
September, 1991. In addition, Mr. Mate, Director of Libraries, provided 
details with respect to the schedule for spending the special allocation. 


Responding to a question concerning the proposed allocation to 
Advancement in the amount of 250 thousand dollars in 1991-1992, Dr. 
Cohen explained that this was viewed as an investment; that the 
Advancement Office infrastructure was an ongoing expenditure of the 
University; and that the University hoped to achieve, within 5 years, 
sufficient increases in donations to make the actual cost of raising money a 
much more reasonable percentage of the total amount received in gifts, ie., 
that the overhead costs would be less than 10% of the amount received. 
Concerning a follow-up question, Dr. Kenniff advised that by-and-large the 
Annual Giving Programme generally focussed upon needs that were not 
provided for in periodic campaigns conducted by the University, eg., 
student scholarships, book acquisitions for the Library, scientific equipment 
for laboratories, etc.; and that those donations contributed that little extra 
something that was needed to make the difference between what the base 
funding provided in terms of the operation of the University, and what we 
would really like to be able to do. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE BUDGET DOCUMENTS BE RECEIVED AND 
REFERRED TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC 
PLANNING AND PRIORITIES. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed ad hoc Committee on Degree Nomenclature 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ARBUCKLE-MAAG, SECONDED BY 
DEAN SZABO, THAT THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE AD HOC 
COMMITTEE ON DEGREE NOMENCLATURE AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-90-4-D7, BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Arbuckle-Maag provided background information with respect to 
Steering Committee's deliberations on this item, and the rationale for the 
proposed establishment and mandate of the ad hoc Committee. She also 
alluded to a suggested consideration of issuing degrees in either French or 
Latin as a possible solution to the problem. 


During discussion, issues and concerns were raised and responded to with 
respect to the time-frame for a decision on the particular case to be 
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considered by the ad hoc Committee, and the possibility of options being 
made available to graduating students vis-a-vis the general issue of 
nomenclature for all degrees granted by Concordia. With respect to the 
latter, Dr. Kenniff explained that what was being asked was a type of 
question which was intended to be answered by the Committee; and that 
before the matter was finally decided, if it was in a manner which would 
apply to the University degrees, it would have to go through Senate and the 
Board of Governors. 


In response to a concern expressed with respect to the proposed mandate of 
the ad hoc Committee, particularly with respect to the possibility of 
including a time-frame for submitting a recommendation on the specific 
request, Dr. Kenniff suggested that if a time-frame was to be established, 
given the process involved, it should only apply as of the moment when the 
ad hoc Committee is set up; that if it was stipulated that there should be a 
report within two months of the establishment of the Committee, given the 
time required for Faculty Council appointments, etc., this could mean next 
September; and that in any event, because of the problems and difficulties 
associated with the individual request, we should move with some diligence 
in this matter. 


During continuing discussion, other issues were raised and responded to 
with respect to legal and political dimensions, including the possible 
necessity of Provincial Government approval, vis-a-vis the request; a 
suggested consultative process which would provide input to the Committee 
from the academic community, including recommendations from Faculty 
Councils, etc., in order to ensure broad representations on the issues 
involved; and background information concerning experiences and possible 
precedences established in Canada, or elsewhere, with respect to this 
matter. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, 4 May 1990 in the Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:16pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


